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Real Party in Interest 

The real party in interest is Charles Schwab & Co., having a place of business in San 
Francisco, California. 
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Related Appeals and Interferences 

There are no related appeals or interferences. 
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Status of Claims 

Claims 1 through 15 are pending in the application. All claims, 1 through 15, have been 
finally rejected by the Examiner. This is an appeal of the rejection of claims 1 through 15. 
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Status of Amendments 

No amendments were filed subsequent to the final rejection. 
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Summary of claimed subject matter 

Four independent claims, 1, 7, 12 and 15, are pending in the subject application. Claims 
1 and 7 are directed to methods, claim 12 is directed to an apparatus, and claim 15 is directed to 
an application. 

As required by MPEP 1205.02, in the following concise explanation of the subject matter 
of the claims, references are made to the specification and drawings as an aid for the Board to 
determine the claimed subject matter. However, these references are intended as examples of the 
subject matter of the claims, and there is no intention in the use of such references to limit the 
breadth of the invention claimed to the specific examples identified. 

Claim 1: 

Claim 1 is directed to a method of comparing on a visual display 1 , information from 
different items 2 . A common tag 3 is used to identify passages 4 in the information which relate to 
a category of information 5 . 

Within the visual display, a different display area 6 is provided for each of the different 

items 7 . 

In each of the display areas, passages from the corresponding different item are 
displayed, which passages are identified by a designated common tag . As a result, the passages 



1 See Figs. 1, 3, reference numeral 100; p. 3, lines 28-29; p. 5, lines 22-24. 

2 Page 4, lines 5-7, p. 5, lines 3-9, 12-21; Fig. 1, 120, 122; Fig. 2; Fig. 3, 132, 134. 

3 For example, Fig. 2, "anchor links" A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, I; p. 2, lines 17-19; p. 4, lines 13-20, 24-28; p. 5, lines 
9-11; Fig. 1 , "anchor link E"; Fig. 2, "E." 

4 Page 2, lines 17-19; Fig. 2, "A" through "I", for example; Figs. 5A-5C. 

5 Page 4, lines 13-20, 24-28; p. 5, lines 3-11, Figs. 5A-5C. 

6 Dynamic frame 1 16, dynamic frame 118, Fig. 1, 3; p. 4, lines 7-23. 

7 Fund 1, Fund 2, Report on Fl 132, Report of F2 134, Figs. 1, 3; p. 4, lines 7-23. 

8 In Fig. 1 - in Dynamic Frame 1 16 from Fund 1 Report 132 (Fig. 3) the passage corresponding to Anchor Link E is 
displayed. In Dynamic Frame 1 1 8 from Fund 2 Report 134 (Fig. 3) the passage corresponding to Anchor Link E is 
displayed. See also p 4, lines 7-23. Fig. 3 - shows the reports 132, 134 from which the passages are obtained. See 
also, Figs. 5A-5C. 
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from the different items which are identified by the designated common tag are observable on 
the visual display at the same time 9 . 



Claim 7: 

Claim 7 recites a method of providing comparative information, in an image displayed by 
a visual display, about a plurality of different items 10 . Information about the plurality of 
different items includes portions relating to common topics 11 , and the portions on common topics 
are identified in the information by identifying tags . 

A navigational frame 13 is provided in the displayed image, along with a plurality of 
dynamic frames 14 . A user designation of the different items to be compared is received in the 
navigational frame 15 . The information about the different items, designated by the user to be 
compared, is displayed simultaneously in each of the dynamic frames 16 . 



Claim 12: 

Claim 12 is directed to an apparatus for providing comparative information about a 
plurality of different items 17 . The apparatus includes a visual display providing a visual image 
having an interactive navigational frame and a plurality of dynamic frames 19 . A server is 
communicatively coupled to the visual display and stores information about the plurality of 
different items 20 . 



9 Figs. 1-3; p. 4, lines 7-23; p. 5, lines 12-24; Figs. 5A-5C; p. 9, lines 3-15. 

10 Page 4, lines 5-7; p. 5, lines 3-9, 12-24; Fig. 1 - 100, 120, 122; Fig. 2; Fig. 3 - 132, 134. 

11 Page 4, lines 13-20, 24-28; p. 5, lines 3-11, Figs. 1, 5A-5C. 

12 For example, Fig. 2, "anchor links" A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, I; p. 2, lines 17-19; p. 4, lines 13-20, 24-28; p. 5, lines 
9-11; Fig. 1 , "anchor link E"; Fig. 2, "E." 

13 Figs. 1,2 - 114; p. 4, lines 1-2, 

14 Figs. 1,3-116, 118; p. 4, lines 1-2; p. 5, lines 22-24. 

15 Fig. l,Fund 1 - 120, Fund 2- 122, "anchor link E"; p. 4, lines 5-7, 11-15; p. 5, lines 12-21. 

16 Fig. 1 - 1 1 6, 1 1 8, p. 4, lines 1 5-2 1 ; p. 5, lines 12-21; Figs. 3, 5 A-5C. 

17 Fig. 1 - 100, 120, 122; p. 4, lines 5-7; p. 5, lines 3-9, 12-24; Fig. 2; Fig. 3 - 132, 134 

18 Figs. 1, 3, reference numeral 100; p. 3, lines 28-29; p. 5, lines 22-24. 

19 Figs. 1, 2 - 1 14, 1 16, 1 18; p. 4, line 1 to p. 5, line 24. 

20 Fig. 3 - 128; p. 4, lines 7-10; p. 5, lines 22-30. 
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The server compiles reports in response to a user designation in the navigational frame of 
the different items to be compared 21 , and the visual display displays in each of the dynamic 
frames the different items designated to be compared so that the different items are observable at 
the same time 22 . 

Claim 15: 

Claim 15 is directed to an application for displaying comparative information about a 
plurality of different items in a visual image on a visual display 23 . The application comprises a 
first routine which contacts an information server to request reports on different items 24 
designated by a user in a navigational frame in the visual image on the visual display 25 . 

A second routine compiles the requested reports on the different designated items 
including frame sets corresponding to common topics . 

A third routine displays at substantially the same time in each of a plurality of frames in 
the visual image, a frame set from each of the reports which corresponds to a common topic 
which is designated by the user in the navigational frame . 



21 Fig. 3 - 128, "Request Reports on Fl & F2" and returned reports 132 and 134; p. 4, lines 7-10; p. 5, lines 22-30; 
Fig. 4 -140; p. 6, lines 3-5. 

22 Fig. 1 - 1 16, 1 18, p. 4, lines 15-21; p. 5, lines 12-30; p. 9, lines 3-15; Figs. 3, 5A-5C. 

23 Figs. 1-4; p. 3, lines 28-29; p. 4, lines 1 1-30; p. 5, lines 12-30; p. 6, lines 1-7. 

24 Fig. 3 - 128, 132, 134; Fig. 4 - 138; p. 4, lines 7-10; p. 5, lines 22-28; p. 6, line 13 to p. 9 line 2. 

25 Fig. 1-114; Fig. 4-136; p. 4, lines 5-7, 11-13, 24-28; p. 5, lines 16-21; p. 6, lines 2-3; 

26 Fig. 3 - Report on F2 134, Report on Fl 132; Fig. 4 - 140; p. 5, lines 26-30; p. 6, lines 3-5; p. 6, line 13 to p. 9 
line 2. 

27 Fig. 1 - 1 16, 1 18; p. 4, lines 1 1-28; Fig. 3, reference numeral 100. 

28 Figs. 1-3-116, 118; p. 4, lines 1 1-23; p. 5, lines 12-21, 26-30; Fig. 4 - 142; p. 6, lines 5-7; p. 6, line 13 to p. 9 
line 2. 
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Grounds of rejection to be reviewed on appeal 

The issues on appeal are: 

(1) Whether claims 1 and 3 through 15 are unpatentable under 35 USC § 102(e) as 
anticipated by Johnson et al., US Patent No. 6,067,525, ("Johnson et al"). 

(2) Whether 103 claim 2 is unpatentable under 35 USC § 103(a) over Johnson et al., US 
Patent No. 6,067,525, in view of Freidman et al., US Patent No. 6,360,188 Bl, ("Freidman et 
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Argument 

The pending claims are directed to methods, apparatus and an application that provide in 
a visual display simple, quick and efficient comparisons of information about different items in a 
visual display. For example, in claim 1, a common tag is employed, in the information for each 
of the plurality of different items, to identify passages which relate to a category of information. 
As explained, for example, at p. 4, line 5 through p. 5, line 30, Figs. 1-3, and page 6, lines 9-12, 
Fig. 4, use of these common tags permits the passages associated with the common tag (relating 
to a category of information), to be quickly displayed in the associated display areas for the 
associated items, so that these tagged passages can be observed at the same time for the different 
items. 

In the method of claim 7, for example, identifying tags are used to identify, in the 
information, portions of the information on common topics. A displayed image is provided 
which includes a navigational frame and a plurality of dynamic frames. Information about the 
different items is displayed simultaneously in the dynamic frames, as designated by the user by 
way of the navigational frame. An example of the interaction of the navigational and dynamic 
frames is provided in connection with Figs. 1-3, and at p. 4, line 5 through p. 5, of the subject 
application. Claim 12 recites similar features in the context of an apparatus including a visual 
display providing a visual image having an interactive navigational frame and a plurality of 
dynamic frames. 

Claim 15, for example, recites an application which provides a visual image on a visual 
display that includes a navigational frame and a plurality of frames, and includes three routines. 
The recited third routine displays frame sets in the plurality of frames at substantially the same 
time. The frame sets are from each of requested reports about different items, and correspond to 
a common topic designated by the user in the navigational frame. The second routine in claim 
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15 compiles the requested reports. The requested reports are on the different items as designated 
by the user using the navigational frame in the first routine. As explained, for example, on page 
5, lines 22-30, Fig. 3, and page 6, lines 1-12, Fig. 4, the reports 132 and 134 are compiled or set 
up by embedding anchor links (A-E) to sections within the reports. As a result, the displaying of 
requested sections in the plurality of frames can be done quickly and does not require going back 
to the server for the requested information. 

As discussed in the following sections, the Examiner's rejections of claims 1, and 3-15 
under 35 USC 102(e), and claim 2 under 35 USC 103(a), must be overturned. This is because 
the Examiner's primary reference, Johnson et al., does not teach or suggest one or more of the 
recited features of the claimed methods, apparatus or application, asserted by the Examiner as 
being taught by Johnson et al. 

Rejection of claim 1 : 35 USC 102(e) - Johnson et al. 

The Examiner rejected claim 1 under 35 USC 102(e) as being anticipated by Johnson et 

al. See pages 2-3 of the Office Action. 

However, Johnson et al. do not teach the "identifying with a common tag" step, the 
"providing a different display area" step, and the "displaying in each of the display areas" step, 
of claim 1 . That is, Johnson et al. do not teach identifying with a common tag, passages in 
information for each of the different items, which passages relate to a category of information. 

Of the various passages and figures the Examiner has cited in Johnson et al. in support of 
his position, the passage at col. 12, lines 42-65 is the most telling. That passage makes clear that 
Johnson et al. teach the use of "tags" which identify information after the fact. That is, for 
example, competitive comparisons which already have been generated and assembled by various 
modules are then tagged for ultimate incorporation into proposals and the like. Specifically, 
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Johnson et al. first describe how incorporation of the competitive comparison module 420 into 

the product information module 402, permits competitive comparisons to be provided with 

descriptions of the product 29 . Thereafter it is described how the product module 402 can export 

information to other modules, and that "the information generated may be tagged using the 

product module 402. . . ." 

The product module 402, when incorporating the competitive comparison module 
420, also provides the ability to present the company's product information side- 
by-side with a competitor's product information. 

Col. 12, lines 43-46. 

The product module 402 is integrated to the rest of the system via the event 
manager 201 A and includes the capability of exporting a sample of any 
information to the proposal module 412 and/or presentation module 414 for use as 
described fully below. The information generated may be tagged using the 
product module 402 and automatically inserted as a section of a proposal 
generated using the proposal module 412. 

6,067,525, col. 12, lines 58-65 (emphasis added). In other words, the tagging occurs after the 
fact, not as a part of creating the side-by- side comparison - the product module 402 tags the 
generated side-by-side comparison for export to the proposal module 412. Claim 1 reflects this 
difference: 

"(a) identifying with a common tag, passages in the information for each . . ." (emphasis 
added) - the common tags are assigned before any side-by-side comparison is generated, 



29 The product comparison module 420 is said to generate side-by-side comparisons, but no information is provided 
as to how the product comparison module 420 accomplishes this: 

For example, the competitive comparison module 420 may be incorporated into the product 
information module 402 such that competitive comparisons can be provided with descriptions of 
the product. 

See, col. 12, lines 9-12. 



SF\3 125448.1 
339901-910800 



-11- 



Attorney Docket No. 339901-910800 

"(b) displaying in each of the display areas the passages from each . . . identified by a 
designated common tag" - the common tags are then used to generate the side-by-side 
comparisons. 

Nor do Johnson et al. teach displaying in a visual display, in different display areas 
provided for the different items, passages from each of the different items which are identified by 
a designated common tag. None of the figures or passages from Johnson et al. cited by the 
Examiner describe different display areas which display the designated tagged passages for each 
different item for observation at the same time. As indicated in the passage above from Johnson 
et al., the information generated (e.g. the side-by-side comparison) "may be tagged using the 
product module 402 and automatically inserted as a section of a proposal generated using the 
proposal module." Col. 12, lines 62-65 (emphasis added). The words "inserted as a section" 
describe a single area with a single section. They do not describe "different display areas" 
displaying passages from information for different items. 

The other passages cited by the Examiner in his rejection of claim 1 also do not support 
the rejection of claim 1 for the reasons set forth in the following table: 



Johnson et 
al. citation: 


Cited for claim 
1 feature: 


What is actually disclosed. 


Figs. 3-4 


Preamble, (a), 
(c) 


Fig. 3 - block labeled "kiosk"; described in "Description of 
the Drawings" as "lead generation component" (see, col. 2, 
lines 66-67); 

Fig. 4 - blocks labeled "product information" and 
"competitive comparison"; described in "Description of the 
Drawings" as "time with customer component" (see, col. 3, 
lines 1-2). 

Does not describe the use of common tags to create 
simultaneous comparisons using displays in different display 
areas. 


Fig. 8 


Preamble, (c) 


Various blocks; described in "Description of the Drawings" 
as "training component" (col. 3, lines 10-11). 
Does not describe the use of common tags to create 
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Johnson et 
al. citation: 


Cited for claim 
1 feature: 


What is actually disclosed. 






simultaneous comparisons using displays in different display 
areas. 


Col. 4, lines 
20-35 


Preamble 


Describes "lead generation component 102", mentions kiosk 
presentations, and a kiosk for gathering "information such as 
names, addresses, and product interests of potential 
customers," but does not mention comparisons. 


Col. 5, lines 
13-30 


Preamble 


Among several modules, a "comparative presentation 
module" is mentioned, but there is no further description of 
what the module does or how it does it. Describes 
integration of modules. 


Col. 13, lines 
25-26 


(a) 


Describes the "customer module" and that customer 
information that has been collected "can also be tagged and 
printed as a section of a proposal." There is no mention of 
common tags, or the use of such common tags to create a 
simultaneous comparison. 


Col. 15 5 lines 
58-67 


(b), (c) 


Describes a "payment calculation engine" and the "finance 
module," and that the finance module allows the sales person 
"to display simultaneous comparison of various plans of any 
type and key elements of the plans." However, there is no 
mention of the use of tags, much less common tags, to create 
such simultaneous comparisons in different display areas. 


Col. 17, lines 
13-17 


(a) 


States that "while using other modules of the system, 
information may have been tagged for use in a proposal," but 
does not describe the use of common tags to create 
simultaneous comparisons using displays in different display 
areas. 


Col. 17, lines 
26-36 


(a) 


Describes automatic generation of follow-up to-do lists or 
automatic mailings based upon activities in the system. 


Col. 35, lines 
13-15 


(a) 


States that "specific types of information may be 
automatically tagged for inclusion in a presentation or 
proposal." However, there is no mention of the use of tags, 
much less common tags, to create such simultaneous 
comparisons. 



Rejection of claim 3: 35 USC 102(e) - Johnson et al. 

Claim 3 depends from claim 1, and recites that the information about the different items 
is found in reports complied for each of the plurality of items, and each of the common tags is an 
anchor link. The Examiner cited Johnson et al. as teaching such features, and asserted that 
"inserting the tags related to the product and only the selected information of that product will be 
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displayed side-by-side with the competitors product for comparing, col. 12 lines 43-65, and fig. 
4, figs. 3-4 & 8." (See p. 3, Office Action, second full paragraph.) 

First of all, while the Examiner relies upon "tags" recited in Johnson et al., the Examiner 
has not pointed to any basis for equating the "tag" of Johnson et al. with the "anchor links" 
recited in the claim 3. 

Second, as discussed in connection with claim 1 above, none of the cited passages or 
figures from Johnson et al. describe inserting tags in a report about an item prior to assembling a 
competitive comparison, much less using such tags to assemble the comparison. Rather, Johnson 
et al. teach assigning a tag to an generated competitive comparison so that such comparison can 
be incorporated into a proposal or presentation. See col. 12, lines 43-46, 58-65. 

For at least those reasons, claim 3 is allowable over Johnson et al. 

Rejection of claim 4: 35 USC 102(e) - Johnson et al. 

Claim 4 depends from claim 3, which depends from claim 1, and further recites that the 
reports are complied by an information server. In his rejection of claim 4, the Examiner cites to 
"a server-based back office system 200, col. 7 line 58 - col. 8 line 21." (See Office Action, p. 3, 
third full paragraph.) However, this is inconsistent with his position for claim 3 . 

In his rejection of claim 3, the Examiner cited col. 12, lines 43-65 of Johnson et al. as 
teaching the recited preparation of "reports." That passage describes product module 402, 
competitive comparison module 420, proposal module 412, and presentation module 414. Even 
if the Examiner were correct, and he is not, that this passage discloses the preparation of 
"reports" as recited in claim 3, the modules he cites as generating the reports for claim 3 are 
different, separate and distinct from the modules he identifies as generating the reports in claim 
4. A review of Figures 2 and 4 makes clear that "server-based back office system 200" does not 
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incorporate product module 402, the competitive comparison module 420, the proposal module 
412, or the presentation module 414. In particular, Figure 4 shows that it is the "time with 
customer" module 104 that incorporates modules 402, 420, 412, and 414. In fact, Figure 2 
shows that the "time with customer" module 104 is found outside of "server-based back office 
system 200," in a collection labeled with reference numeral 10. 

Accordingly, claim 4 is patentable over Johnson et al. for the reasons set forth above for 
claims 1 and 3, and further because the Examiner's rejection of the specific features recited in 
claim 4 does not find support in his citations to Johnson et al. 

Rejection of claim 4: 35 USC 102(e) - Johnson et al. 

Claim 5 depends from claim 4, which depends from claim 3, which in turn depends from 
claim 1, and further recites that the information server inserts the common tags into the reports. 
In rejecting claim 5, the Examiner cites to Johnson et al., asserting that "the tagged information 
product will be shown on the comparison module 420, col. 1 1 line 20-col. 12 line 65, and the 
customer information collected which can also be tagged and printed as a section of a proposal 
generated using the proposal module 412, col. 13 lines 24-35, figs. 3-4, 8, 15A-15B." (See 
Office Action, page 3, fourth full paragraph.) 

As pointed out in the discussions of the rejection of claims 1, 3 and 4, Johnson et al, inter 
alia, do not teach the recited "reports," nor an "information server" compiling such reports, nor 
the assigning of common tags before any comparison is generated, nor the use of such common 
tags to generate such comparison. In particular, Johnson et al.'s "server based back office 
system" 200 which the Examiner asserts is the "information server" recited in claim 4, is clearly 
not the modules (402, 420, 412, 414, or 404) which perform the described "tagging." 

Thus, the Examiner's rejection of claim 5 is unsupported by Johnson et al. 
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Rejection of claim 6: 35 USC 102(e) - Johnson et al. 

Claim 6 depends from claim 4, which depends from claim 3, which in turn depends from 
claim 1, and further recites that the information server is located remotely from the visual 
display. In rejecting claim 6, the Examiner cited Johnson et al. col. 1 1 lines 39-47, and asserted 
that "remote data source may be implemented in real-time utilizing two-way data sharing across 
a network communication provider." (See Office Action, paragraph bridging pages 3 and 4.) 

For the reasons set forth above in connection with the Examiner's rejection of claims 1, 3 
and 4, those claims are patentable over Johnson et al., and claim 6, as dependent from those 
claims are patentable over Johnson et al. for those reasons. 

Rejection of claim 7: 35 USC 102(e) - Johnson et al. 

In the method of claim 7, identifying tags are used which identify, in the information, 
portions of the information on common topics, and a displayed image is provided which includes 
a navigational frame and a plurality of dynamic frames. Information about the different items is 
displayed simultaneously in the dynamic frames, as designated by the user by way of the 
navigational frame. 

The Examiner has asserted that Johnson et al. teaches the preamble of claim 7, including 
identifying tags that identify in the information the common topics, for the reasons he set forth in 
claim 1 . (See Office Action, page 4, first full paragraph.) As discussed above, in connection 
with the Examiner's rejection of claim 1, Johnson et al. simply do not teach the use of 
identifying tags to identify, in the information about different items, those portions on common 
topics. Instead, Johnson et al. describes a system in which tags are used to identify comparisons 
of information after such comparisons have been assembled, and not in the information about an 
item before such assembling. See col. 12, lines 43-46 and 58-65. 
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The Examiner has asserted that step (a) of claim 7 - "providing a navigational frame in 
the displayed image" - is disclosed in Johnson et al. by way of col. 21 lines 1-29 and col. 35 
lines 25-49, to the effect that "the salesperson is able to view guidelines and recommendations 
for each step." See Office Action, page 4, second full paragraph. For step (c) of claim 7 - 
"receiving in the navigational frame a user designation of the different items to be compared" - 
the Examiner points to Johnson et al. col. 12 lines 43-65 or col. 15 lines 58-67. 

As is apparent from the Examiner's characterization of col. 21, lines 1-29 and col. 35, 
lines 25-49, the described "objective management module 714" of col. 21, lines 1-29 purportedly 
provides information to the salesperson . This is not a "navigational frame" through which is 
received a "user designation of the different items to be compared," as in claim 7. In other 
words, while claim 7 recites that the navigational frame is used to receive a designation from the 
user , the cited "objective management module" in Johnson et al. does the opposite - it provides 
information to the user . 

Additionally, there is no apparent connection between the "objective management 
module 714" in col. 21 lines 1-29 and the product module, competitive comparison module 420, 
the proposal module 412, or the presentation module 414, of col. 12 lines 43-65, or the finance 
module 410 of col. 15 lines 58-67. 

Further, these passages provide no disclosure of a "navigational frame" much less a 
navigation frame through which is received a user designation of different items to be compared. 
For example, Johnson et al. at col. 15 lines 64-68 states "[t]he finance module 410 also allows 
the salesperson to display simultaneous comparisons of various plans of any type and key 
elements of the plans or print the information in a report." While this passage describes an end- 
result which may be similar to that achieved by the method of claim 7, the passage says nothing 
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about how that end result is achieved, and certainly makes no disclosure of a "navigational 
frame" nor "receiving in the navigational frame a user designation of the different items to be 
compared" as recited in claim 7. 

For step (b) of claim 7 - "providing a plurality of dynamic frames in the displayed 
image", the Examiner has cited col. 1 1 line 20 to col. 12, line 65, col. 5, lines 13-30, and figs. 4, 
1 5A-1 5B, of Johnson et al. Yet none of these passages describe the use of a plurality of dynamic 
frames in the displayed image. For example, col. 12 lines 31-35 states "[t]he product 
information module 402 may include a number of viewers, engines and communications 
modules. The viewers may include a text view, graphics illustration view, a motion view, and a 
video and sound view." However, these passages describe modules, not visual displays, and 
there is no description provided as to how the actual visual image is provided in any displayed 
image, much less that a plurality of dynamic frames is employed. 

Finally, as to claim 7, step (d) - "displaying simultaneously in each of the dynamic 
frames information about the different items designated to be compared," the Examiner has cited 
col. 12, lines 43-65 and fig. 4, or col. 15 lines 58-67, asserting that "a product module 402 is 
integrated to export a sample of any product information side-by-side with competitor's product 
information by inserting tags using the product module 402 and automatically inserted as a 
section of a proposal generated using the proposal module 412." According to the Examiner's 
own characterization of the cited passages, Johnson et al.'s product module 402 is capable of 
exporting a generated side-by-side sample of product information into a section of a proposal by 
tagging the side-by-side sample for automatic insertion as a section in the proposal. This is 
clearly not a disclosure of "displaying simultaneously in each of the dynamic frames information 
about the different items designated to be compared" as recited in claim 7. 
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For all of the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully submitted that the Examiner's rejection 
of claim 7 is not supported by Johnson et aL, and must be reversed. 

Rejection of claim 8: 35 USC 102(e) - Johnson et al. 

Claim 8 depends from claim 7, and further recites "receiving in the navigational frame a 
user designation of an identifying tag," and "displaying in each of the dynamic frames the 
portion of the information on the designated different items to be compared corresponding to the 
designated identifying tag." In rejecting claim 8, the Examiner referred to the rationale he set 
forth for claim 7. See Office Action, page 4, sixth full paragraph. As pointed out in connection 
with the Examiner's rejection of claim 7, the passages cited by the Examiner from Johnson et al. 
do not disclose navigational frames, or the use of a plurality of dynamic frames to form the 
displayed image. Given the absence in Johnson et al. of a "navigational frame," it follows that 
Johnson et al. also do not disclose receiving a user designated identifying tag through a 
navigational frame. Given the absence in Johnson et al. of a plurality of dynamic frames to form 
the displayed image, Johnson et al. also do not disclose displaying in the dynamic frames the 
portion of the information on the designated different items corresponding to the designated 
identifying tag. 

The Examiner's rejection of claim 8 therefore must be reversed. 

Rejection of claim 9: 35 USC 102(e) - Johnson et al. 

Claim 9 depends from claim 7, and further recites "compiling information about the 
plurality of items in a server located remotely from the visual display." In rejecting claim 9, the 
Examiner referred to his rejection of claim 7, and to col. 1 1 lines 39-47, and col. 8 lines 22-44 of 
Johnson et al. See Office Action, paragraph bridging pages 4 and 5. However, while col. 11 
lines 39-47 describe an "event manager 201 A which provides intelligent integration of the 
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components of the system," the passage says nothing about compiling information about the 
plurality of items in a server located remotely from the visual display. Similarly, while the 
passage at col. 8 lines 22-44 of Johnson et al. states "[t]he kiosk module 302 may run 
disconnected from any remote data source or may be implemented in real-time utilizing two-way 
data sharing across a network communications provider," the passage says nothing about 
compiling information about the plurality of items in a server located remotely from the visual 
display. 

The Examiner's rejection of claim 9 therefore must be reversed. 

Rejection of claim 10: 35 USC 102(e) - Johnson et al. 

Claim 10 depends from claim 9, which in turn depends from claim 7, and recites "(a) 
sending a request to the server for reports about the different items designated in the navigational 
frame," "(b) compiling in the server the requested reports," and "(c) communicating the 
requested reports to the visual display." The Examiner rejected claim 10 based upon his 
rejection of claim 9. For step (a) of claim 10 the Examiner asserted that col 4 lines 28-36 
disclosed that "the sales process is stored and retrieved for a database." See Office Action, page 
5. The "sale process" disclosed in col. 4 lines 28-36 of Johnson et al. is described as "data 
developed and used during the lead generation phase of the sales process," such as "names, 
addresses, and product interests of potential customers." See col. 4 lines 28-29 and 32-33. 
These data clearly are not "reports about the different items designated in the navigational 
frame" as recited in claim 10, step (a). 

For step (b) - "compiling in the server the requested reports" - the Examiner asserted that 
in Johnson et al. at col. 9 lines 31-38 "a report manager tool is also provided in the system 
administration subsystem 215 to handle audit reports, data books and other documents." See 
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Office Action page 5. However, this passage refers to the "back office system 200" As pointed 
out earlier in connection with the discussion of the Examiner's rejection of claim 4, the back 
office system 200 does not include the modules which the Examiner asserts are responsible for 
assembling the reports of interest. 

For step (c) - "communicating the requested reports to the visual display" - the Examiner 
asserted "the tagged information product will be shown on the comparison module 420, col. 12 
lines 43-65, and fig. 4, and the customer information collected which can also be tagged and 
printed as a section of a proposal generated using the proposal module 412, col. 13 lines 24-35, 
figs. 3-4, 8, 15A-B, e.g., col. 17 lines 15-38, and figs. 15A-C." (See Office Action page 5.) First 
of all, the cited passages do not state that the "comparison module 420" is capable of showing 
the tagged information product as asserted by the Examiner. (Compare col. 12 lines 43-46.) 
Second, the cited passage clearly states that "the information generated may be tagged using the 
product module 402 and automatically inserted as a section of a proposal using the proposal 
module 412" (emphasis added), and does not state that the information product is tagged before 
it is used in the comparison module. (See col. 12 lines 62-65.) The Examiner's other citations 
from Johnson et al., likewise, do not disclose "communicating the requested reports to the visual 
display" as recited in claim 10: col. 13 lines 24-35 (tagging of collected customer information), 
figs. 3-4, 8, 15A-B, e.g., col. 17 lines 15-38 (generalized statement of what the system can do), 
and figs. 15A-C. 

Therefore, for the foregoing reasons, Johnson et al. do not disclose the method of claim 
10, and the Examiner's rejection of claim 10 must be reversed. 
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Rejection of claim 11:35 USC 102(e) - Johnson et al. 

Claim 1 1 depends from claim 10, which depends from claim 9, which in turn depends 
from claim 7. Claim 1 1 recites that "the compiling step includes the step of assembling frames 
for the reports corresponding to each of the portions on the common topics." The Examiner's 
rejection of claim 1 1 asserted that in Johnson et al. "the tagged information product will be 
shown on the comparison module 420, col. 12 lines 43-65, and fig. 4, and the customer 
information collected which can also be tagged and printed as a section of a proposal generated 
using the proposal module 412, col. 13 lines 24-35, figs. 3-4, 8, 15A-B, col. 12 lines 43-65 or 
col. 15 lines 58-67." (See Office Action page 5, second to the last full paragraph.) 

First of all, claim 1 1 recites "assembling frames for the reports." None of the passages 
cited by the Examiner describes such assembling of frames. Second, as pointed out in 
connection with claim 7, from which claim 1 1 ultimately depends, Johnson et al. do not disclose 
displaying simultaneously in each of the dynamic frames, information about the different items 
designated [through the navigational frame] to be compared. These are the designated items to 
which the reports correspond, and for which frames are assembled in the server. Johnson et al. 
do not teach such a relationship between a navigational frame, designated items, and assembled 
frames. 

It is for these reasons, in addition to the reasons for patentability of claims 7, 9 and 10 
over Johnson et al. set forth earlier, claim 1 1 is patentable over Johnson et al. Accordingly, the 
Examiner's rejection of claim 1 1 must be reversed. 

Rejection of claims 12-14: 35 USC 102(e) - Johnson et al. 

Claims 12 -14 are apparatus claims. The Examiner has rejected these claims based upon 
his rejections of method claims 7-8 and 10. 
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Claim 12 is directed to an apparatus including a visual display providing a visual image 
having an interactive navigational frame and a plurality of dynamic frames, a server which is 
communicatively coupled to the visual display and which stores information about the plurality 
of different items being compared, and compiles reports in response to a user designation in the 
navigational frame. The visual display displays in each of the dynamic frames the different 
items designated to be compared so that the different items are observable at the same time. 

For the same reasons set forth above in connection with the Examiner's rejection of 
claims 7-8 and 10, Johnson et al. do not disclose the "navigational frame," nor the "plurality of 
dynamic frames," nor the "user designation in the navigational frame of the different items to be 
compared" recited in claim 12. Likewise, Johnson et al. do not disclose the server that compiles 
reports in response to a user designation in the navigational frame as recite in claim 12. 

Rejection of claim 13: 35 USC 102(e) - Johnson et al. 

Claim 13 depends from claim 12, and further recites that the "reports compiled by the 
server comprise frames of information about the designated different items in which each frame 
corresponds to portions of the information relating to common topics and include identifying 
tags." As set forth earlier herein concerning the Examiner's rejection of claim 11, Johnson et al. 
do not teach reports for each item complied by the server which have frames of information 
about the designated different items. Further, none of the passages cited by the Examiner from 
Johnson et al. disclose that "each frame corresponds to portions of the information relating to 
common topics and include identifying tags" as recited in claim 13. Johnson et al. teach tagging 
a comparison after the comparison has been assembled. 
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Rejection of claim 14: 35 USC 102(e) - Johnson et al. 

Claim 14 depends from claim 13, which in turn depends from claim 12. Claim 14 further 
recites that "in response to a user designation of an identifying tag the visual display displays in 
each of the plurality of dynamic frames the frames from the reports for the designated different 
items corresponding to the designated identifying tag." For reasons similar to those set forth 
earlier herein regarding the Examiner's rejection of claim 8, Johnson et al. do not teach such a 
displaying of report frames in the dynamic frames, which report frames correspond to the 
designated identifying tag. First, Johnson et al. do not disclose a "navigational frame" through 
which the designated identifying tag can be received. Second, Johnson et al. do not disclose the 
use of identifying tags prior to assembling a comparison. Third, Johnson et al. do not disclose 
assembling from the report on the different items, the report frames which correspond to the 
designated identifying tag. Johnson et al. teach tagging a comparison after the comparison has 
been assembled. 

For the foregoing reasons, claims 12-14 are patentable over Johnson et al., and the 
Examiner's rejection of claims 12-14 must be reversed. 

Rejection of claim 15: 35 USC 102(e) - Johnson et al 

Independent claim 15, recites an application which provides a visual image on a visual 
display that includes a navigational frame and a plurality of frames. The recited third routine 
displays in the plurality of frames at substantially the same time the frame sets (from each of 
requested reports about different items) which corresponds to a common topic designated by the 
user in the navigational frame. The second routine compiles the requested reports on the 
different designated items including frame sets corresponding to common topics. The first 
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routine contacts an information server to request reports on different items that have been 
designated by a user in a navigational frame that is in the visual image on the visual display. 

The Examiner has rejected claim 1 5 based upon the rationale that he set forth for claim 
10. See Office Action, page 6, first full paragraph. 

A comparison between claim 10 and claim 15 reveals, however, that claim 10 and claim 
15 differ. For example, the second routine of claim 15 compiles "frame sets corresponding to 
common topics," while claim 10 does not recite such a feature. As another example, the third 
routine of claim 15 "displays at substantially the same time in each of a plurality of frames in the 
visual image a frame set from each of the reports which corresponds to a common topic which is 
designated by the user in the navigational frame," while claim 10 does not recite such a feature. 
Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that the Examiner's rationale for rejecting claim 10 does 
not fully address claim 15. 

As discussed earlier, the passages and figures cited Examiner from Johnson et al. teach 
tagging information, such as a comparison, after such comparison has been compiled by a 
module, and then using that information in a report or presentation. In contrast, claim 1 5 recites 
compiling reports for each different item, including compiling frame sets corresponding to the 
common topics, and then displaying in each of a plurality of frames the frame set for the 
common topic designated by the user from each of the reports. In other words, in the operation 
of the application of claim 15, the comparison is obtained by displaying in one frame of the 
visual display a frame set from a report compiled for an item, and simultaneously displaying in 
another frame of the visual display the frame set from a report compiled for another item, where 
the frame set displayed for each item corresponds to the user-designated common topic. It is the 
user, by indicating a common topic in the navigational frame, who decides what information 
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(corresponding to the indicated common topic) for the different items is to be displayed in the 
visual display and therefore compared for the different items. Further, because the user 
designates through the navigational frame, the different items of interest, the items which are 
compared can easily be varied. The user is thereby permitted to easily and quickly view 
comparisons between different items for different common topics. In contrast, in the system of 
Johnson et al. does not provide for such navigational flexibility because the comparisons are 
compiled, and therefore fixed, before tags are assigned. In Johnson, et al, whether a comparison 
is available between particular items for a particular topic will depend upon what comparisons 
were previously compiled. The methodology and flexibility provided in the application of claim 
1 5 is clearly not available in Johnson et al. 

Thus, for the foregoing reasons, in addition to the reasons set forth earlier in this brief 
why Johnson et al. does not teach the features of claim 10, claim 15 is patentable over Johnson et 
al., and the Examiner's rejection of claim 15 must be reversed. 

Rejection of claim 2: 35 USC 103(a) - Johnson et al. in view of Freidman et al. 

Claim 2 depends from claim 1 and recites that the plurality of different items are 
investments and the information being compared is information about the investments. 

The Examiner rejected claim 2 under 35 USC 103(a) as unpatentable over Johnson et al. 
in view of Freidman et al. See Office Action, page 6. The Examiner cites Freidman et al. as 
teaching banking information and investments, and repeats his reasons for rejecting claim 1 
based upon Johnson et al. 

As set forth above in connection with claim 1, Johnson et al do not teach the features of 
claim 1. Therefore, even if there was motivation to combine Freidman et al and Johnson et al., 
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which is not conceded by applicant, such combination would not result in the combination of 
claim 2. 

For that reason, the Examiner's rejection of claim 2 must be reversed. 
Conclusion 



For the reasons set forth above, Johnson et al. do not teach or suggest the 



invention claimed in claims 1, and 3-15, nor does the combination of Johnson et al. and 
Freidman et al. result in the invention in claim 2. Applicant respectfully submits that the 
rejections based upon 35 USC § 102(e) and 103(a) are in error and requests the Board to reverse 
the Examiner's rejections and to affirm the patentability of the claims on appeal. 



ATTN: Patent Department 
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SF\3 125448.1 
339901-910800 



-27- 



Attorney Docket No. 339901-910800 
Claims appendix oage(s) 



Listing of Claims: 

1 . (previously presented) A method for comparing information from a plurality of 
different items on a visual display, comprising the steps of 

(a) identifying with a common tag, passages in the information for each of the 
plurality of different items which relate to a category of information; 

(b) providing a different display area in the visual display for each of the plurality 
of different items; and 

(c) displaying in each of the display areas the passages from each of the plurality of 
different items which are identified by a designated common tag, so that the passages are 
observable at the same time. 

2. (previously presented) The method of claim 1 wherein the plurality of different 
items are investments and the information being compared is information about the investments. 

3. (previously presented) The method of claim 1 wherein the information about the 
plurality of different items is found in reports compiled for each of the plurality of items, and 
each of the common tags is an anchor link. 

4. (original) The method of claim 3 wherein the reports are compiled by an 
information server. 

5. (original) The method of claim 4 wherein the information server inserts the 
common tags into the reports. 
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6. (original) The method of claim 4 wherein the information server is located remotely 
from the visual display. 

7. (previously presented) A method of providing comparative information in an image 
displayed by a visual display about a plurality of different items, wherein information about the 
plurality of different items includes portions relating to common topics, and further wherein the 
portions on common topics are identified in the information by identifying tags, the method 
comprising the steps of 

(a) providing a navigational frame in the displayed image; 

(b) providing a plurality of dynamic frames in the displayed image; 

(c) receiving in the navigational frame a user designation of the different items to 
be compared; 

(d) displaying simultaneously in each of the dynamic frames information about the 
different items designated to be compared. 

8. (previously presented) The method of claim 7 further including the steps of 

(a) receiving in the navigational frame a user designation of an identifying tag; 

(b) displaying in each of the dynamic frames the portion of the information on the 
designated different items to be compared corresponding to the designated identifying tag. 

9. (original) The method of claim 7 further including the step of compiling the 
information about the plurality of items in a server located remotely from the visual display. 

10. (previously presented) The method of claim 9 further including the steps of 

(a) sending a request to the server for reports about the different items designated in 
the navigational frame; 
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(b) compiling in the server the requested reports; and 

(c) communicating the requested reports to the visual display. 

1 1 . (original) The method of claim 1 0 wherein the compiling step includes the step of 
assembling frames for the reports corresponding to each of the portions on the common topics. 

12. (previously presented) An apparatus for providing comparative information about a 
plurality of different items, including 

a visual display providing a visual image having an interactive navigational frame and 
a plurality of dynamic frames; 

a server communicatively coupled to the visual display and storing information about 
the plurality of different items; 

wherein the server compiles reports in response to a user designation in the 
navigational frame of the different items to be compared, and wherein the visual display 
displays in each of the dynamic frames the different items designated to be compared so that 
the different items are observable at the same time. 

13. (previously presented) The apparatus of claim 12, wherein the reports complied by 
the server comprise frames of information about the designated different items in which each 
frame corresponds to portions of the information relating to common topics and include 
identifying tags. 

14. (previously presented) The apparatus of claim 13, wherein in response to a user 
designation of an identifying tag the visual display displays in each of the plurality of dynamic 
frames the frames from the reports for the designated different items corresponding to the 
designated identifying tag. 
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15. (previously presented) An application for displaying comparative information about 
a plurality of different items in a visual image on a visual display, comprising 

a first routine which contacts an information server to request reports on different 
items designated by a user in a navigational frame in the visual image on the visual display; 

a second routine which compiles the requested reports on the different_designated 
items including frame sets corresponding to common topics; and 

a third routine which displays at substantially the same time in each of a plurality of 
frames in the visual image a frame set from each of the reports which corresponds to a 
common topic which is designated by the user in the navigational frame. 
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Evidence appendix page(s) 



1 . Application and drawings 

2. Final Official Action 

3. Reference 1 — 6,067,525 to Johnson et al. 

4. Reference 2 -- 6,360,188 to Freidman et al. 
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PATENT 

SYSTEM AND METHOD FOR COMPARING ATTRIBUTES OF DOCUMENTS 

Inventors: Christopher Kershaw 
Darin Rock 

5 Terri Wolf 

TECHNICAL FIELD 

The present invention is directed generally to a system and 
method for comparing attributes of documents, and more particularly to 
a system and method using a browser to retrieve and compare 
10 categories of information for different items being compared. 

BACKGROUND OF THE INVENTION 

Presently, when brokerage company customer representatives 
seek to advise customers about investments using present systems and 
methods, it is often difficult for them to respond to customer questions 

15 about the relative characteristics of different mutual funds, for example. 
At present, in order to compare and contrast many of the important 
details of mutual funds, it is necessary to switch back and forth between 
multiple web pages to review relevant information for different funds. 
In the prior art, such as that available on "schwab.com," the 

20 website of the assignee of the subject application, a user can compare 
up to five (5) funds at a time, however, only summary information is 
available for such comparison. To access a full report on a fund, the 
user needs to click on the fund name, which brings up the fund report. 
However, to view the report for another fund, the user needs to click on 

25 that fund's name, which brings up that other fund's report in place of 
the previous report. Alternatively, the user can toggle between 
windows, each of which has the website on a browser, but pointed at 
the reports of different funds. 

As can be appreciated, these prior methods for comparing 

30 information are cumbersome and time consuming to use. 
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SUMMARY OF THE INVENTION 

The above and other problems and disadvantages of prior 
systems and methods are overcome by the present invention of a 
5 system and method for comparing information from different sources in 
which anchor links identifying categories of information are embedded 
within reports on a plurality of items to be compared, and in which a 
plurality of dynamic frames are provided in a visual display, each frame 
displaying the portion of a report for a different one of the plurality of 

10 items to be compared, which portion corresponds to a designated 
common anchor link. 

In one embodiment of the present invention, a client terminal 
displays a navigational frame which interacts with the plurality of 
dynamic frames and with a server. Identification of the items to be 

15 compared is received through the navigational frame, and the client 
terminal communicates with the server to cause the server to provide 
reports on the identified items. These reports include embedded anchor 
links which identify, and are placed at the location of, categories of 
information contained in the reports. Also received through the 

20 navigational frame is the designation of an anchor link selected by the 
user for viewing. Upon receipt by the client terminal of the reports from 
the server, the portion of each report corresponding to the designated 
anchor link are displayed in the plurality of dynamic frames, each one of 
the plurality of dynamic frames displaying the information for a different 

25 one of the reports. 

The use of dynamic frames and anchor links embedded within the 
information permits a simultaneous comparison, on a single screen, of 
common categories of information about a plurality of different items, 
such as different mutual funds. Not only is the comparison 

30 simultaneous, but the user is also able to navigate to other common 
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categories of information about the different items simply by clicking on 
the desired category in the navigational frame. The display provided in 
dynamic frames is then shifted to the location of the designated anchor 
link in each of the reports being display. In this manner, a simple, quick 
and efficient method and system for comparing information about 
different items is provided. 

These and other features and advantages of the present 
invention will be more readily understood upon consideration of the 
following detailed description and accompanying drawings. 

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE DRAWINGS 

Fig. 1 illustrates the navigational frame and the dynamic frames 
of a two-fund comparison embodiment of the present invention. 

Fig. 2 illustrates the relationship between the items and anchor 
links designated in the navigational frame and the anchor links 
embedded in the reports on the designated items, and the portions of 
the reports which are displayed in the dynamic frames, in accordance 
with the present invention. 

Fig. 3 illustrates the interaction between a client terminal, on 
which the navigational frame and dynamic frames are displayed, and a 
server and database in which information about items are located and 
assembled into reports. 

Fig. 4 illustrates the steps involved in the operation of one 
embodiment of the present invention. 

Figs. 5A, 5B and 5C are screen shots showing an illustrative 
example of the operation of the present invention. 

DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE INVENTION 
Referring to Fig. 1, a typical browser window is shown 
incorporating an embodiment of the present invention is illustrated. 
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Below the browser tools bars 110 and 112, are positioned a navigation 
frame 114, and two dynamic frames 116 and 118. While these frames 
are shown stacked with respected to one another, it is to be understood 
that other layouts are possible in the spirit of the present invention. 
5 On the left side of navigational frame 114 are two input slots 120 

and 122 through which the user identifies the items, in this example 
Funds or Stocks, to be compared. The GO button initiates the 
information retrieval process through which reports for the designated 
funds are requested from a server and returned for display in the 

10 dynamic frames 116 and 118. 

The particular portion of a report displayed in a dynamic frame is 
designated by the particular anchor link selected by the user in the 
anchor link section 124 of navigational frame 114. As illustrated in the 
example of Fig. 1, in heavier lines, Anchor Link E has been selected by 

15 the user. In turn, the portion of the Fund 1 Report associated with 
anchor link E is shown displayed in dynamic frame 116, while the 
portion of the Fund 2 Report associated with anchor link E is shown 
displayed in dynamic frame 118. For example, anchor link E may be 
associated with the portions of each report which cover After Tax 

20 Returns for the particular mutual funds. Thus, the user can compare, 
for the two designated mutual funds their After Tax Return information, 
all in one view, and without having to toggle or flip back and forth 
between windows. 

By clicking on a different anchor link in navigational frame 114, 

25 for example on Anchor Link I, which may be assigned to Fees/Expenses 
for the funds, the user will be provided with the Fees/Expenses portion 
of the report for Fund 1 in dynamic frame 116, and the Fees/Expenses 
portion of the report for Fund 2 in dynamic frame 118. Although not 
shown in Fig. 1, it is to be understood that a scroll bar can be provided 

30 in each of the dynamic frames 116 and 118, through which the user can 
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move around within the report being displayed for the particular fund in 
the frame. 

It is to be understood that, although the examples provided in 
this description involve funds, mutual funds, stocks, etc., other items 
5 about which information is available in electronic form can be the 

subject of the present invention methodology and system. For example 
fact sheets on deals offered on an automobile model by two different 
automobile dealerships can be easily and efficiently compared using the 
present invention. The only requirement is that the various reports have 

10 sections on common subjects, and are modified to include the 
appropriate anchor link for each section. 

Referring to Figs. 2 and 3, the above arrangement will now be 
described in greater detail. As described earlier, the items designated in 
slots 120 and 122 of navigational frame 114 result in reports for those 

15 items being obtained for displaying in the dynamic frames 116 and 118. 
However, it is the anchor link section 124 of navigational frame 114 
through which the user designates the desired section of each report to 
be displayed for comparison purposes in dynamic frames 116 and 118. 
This is illustrated by the dashed lines depicting dynamic frames 116 and 

20 118 being positioned over the portion of each of the report which 
correspond to anchor link E in Fig. 2. 

Fig. 3 shows the client terminal 126 which displays the 
navigational and dynamic frames, and the resulting comparison 100 
provided by the present invention. When the GO button is clicked in 

25 Fig. 1, the client terminal 126 sends out a request for the reports on 
fund 1 and fund 2. This request is received by server 128, which in turn 
constructs a frame set from information obtained from fund information 
database 130. After the frame sets have been assembled for each fund, 
the reports (frame sets) 132 and 134 are sent back to the client terminal 

30 126. 
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Fig. 4 illustrates the above methodology. In block 136, the user 
designates funds and the feature to be compared. In step 138 the client 
terminal request the designated reports from the server 128. In step 
140, the server 128 constructs the frame set and returns reports having 
5 embedded anchor links. In step 142, the client browser executes a Java 
script to pull designated linked portions into dynamic frames 116 and 
118. Finally, in step 144, the user clicks on another anchor link in the 
navigational frame 114 to browse to another one of the available 
sections of information of the funds being compared. Because the 

10 reports received from the server 128 are set up with anchor links 

embedded, it is a simple matter to quickly display the requested sections 
without having to go back to the server 128 for the desired information. 

The pertinent code utilized to implement the above functionality 
in an internet browser, such as the Netscape browser manufactured by 

15 NetScape Communications, of Mountain View, California, is provided as 
follows, wherein the lines preceded by double slashes 7/" are 
comments: 

//allows you to go to two frames at once 
20 //javascript counts the frames in order starting with ), in case you're 
wondering why it's frame 2 and 3 

function go(url,where,url2,where2){ 

if (where == "__top") parent.top.location.href = url; 
25 else if (where == "frame2") parent. top.frames[2]. location. href = 

url; 

if (where2 == "_top") parent.top.location.href = url2; 

else if (where2 == "frame3") parent.top.frames[3]. location. href 

= url2; 

30 

} 
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//script to auto load Fund Detail when this file loads, so it won't have to 
re-load it the 

5 //first time you use the anchor-based navigation 

javascript:go(VrootMFC09/MFCTmp/MFCTmpFundDetail.morph' / 'frame2 , , 
7rootMFC09/MFCTmp/MFCTmpFundDetail.morph', 'frames'); 

10 

//script to call the Fund Detail templates(s) to the local links within the 
two separate frames 

<TD VALIGN=topxFONT SIZE="1" FACE= "helvetica, arial"><A 
15 HREF="javascript:goC/rootMFC09/MFCTmp/MFCTmpFundDetail.morph# 
P','frame2'//rootMFC09/MFCTmp/MFCTmpFundDetail.morph#P7frame3' 
)">Performance</A> <BR> 
<A 

HREF=''javascript:goC/rootMFC09/MFCTmp/MFCTmpFundDetail.morph# 
20 FC','frame2',7rootMFC09/MFCTmp/MFCrmpFundDetail.morph#FC','fram 
e30">Fund Comparison</A><BR> 
<A 

HREF="javascript:goC/rootMFC09/MFCTmp/MFCTmpFundDetail.morph# 
PQ','frame2','/rootMFC09/MFCTmp/MFCTmpFundDetail.morph#PQ'/fram 
25 e30"> Performance Quartile</A><FONTx/TD> 

As will be readily understood by one skilled in Javascript and 
HTML programming, the function "go" allows the program to go to two 
frames, "frames[2]" and "frames[3]", at once. The javascript processes 
30 the user input from the navigational frame 114, and provides a response 
in each of the dynamic frames 116 and 118. The "response" for 
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"frames[2]" is that the frame 116 is navigated to the specified "url"; and 
the response for "frames[3]" is that the frame 118 is navigated to the 
specified "url2." The specified "url" and "url2" include the anchor link 
tag clicked on by the user in navigational frame 114, so that the portion 
5 of the reports associated with that anchor link tag are displayed in 

frames 116 and 118. This is the engine which drives mutliple locations. 

In accordance with the function "go/' the variables "where" and 
"where2" are checked to see if they have a value indicating the top 
frame of the display. If that is the case, then the information displayed 
10 is obtained from the location "url" or "url2", respectively. 

If, on the other hand, "where" has the value of "frame2", the 
program assigns to "parent.top.frames[2]. location. href", for example, 
the value of "url" appearing in the argument of the function "go", and 
displays that information in dynamic frame 116. Likewise, if "where2" 
15 has the value of "frame3", the program assigns to 

"parent.top.frames[3]. location. href", for example, the value of "url2" 
appearing in the argument of the function "go". The terms "frame[2]" 
and "frame[3J" are entries in a frame array. 

The javascript portion beginning with "javascript:go( ..." sets up 
20 the communication between the dynamic frames 116 and 118 and 

avoids another link each time a different anchor link is selected by the 
user. As indicated by the comments, this script auto loads the reports 
on the selected items, so that a re-load will not be needed the first time 
the anchor link based navigation is first used. It is to be noted that the 
25 argument has been set up for the "go" function. 

The second part of the javascript, beginning with "<TD 
VALIGN=opt>< ..." calls the desired portions of the reports into the 
dynamic frames. Shown in the code reproduced above are calls to three 
different anchor links: #P, #FC, and #PQ. In the example illustrated 
30 which is directed to information on mutual funds, "#P" is the anchor link 
tag corresponding to "performance" section of the reports; "#FC" 
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corresponds to the "fund comparisons" part of the reports; and "#PQ" 
corresponds to the "performance quartile" portion of the reports. 

Figs. 5A, 5B and 5C are screen shots showing an 
illustrative example of the operation of the present invention. It is to be 
5 noted that while in this example the report for the same fund is shown 
in both dynamic frames, in actual use information for different funds will 
typically be presented in each dynamic frame. Fig. 5A shows the 
dynamic frames 116 and 118 displaying the "fund details" portion of the 
reports for the designated mutual fund GABSX. In practice, GABSX 

10 would be entered by the user in box 120, Fig. 1, and the name for a 

different fund would be entered by the user in box 122. The user would 
select one of the anchor tags 124, for example "after tax returns," in the 
navigational frame 114. In response to this selection, the "after tax 
returns" portion of the reports for the designated funds would be 

15 displayed in dynamic frames 116 and 118. See for example, Fig. 5B. 
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1. A method for comparing information from a plurality of items on 
a visual display, comprising the steps of 

(a) identifying with a common tag, passages in the information 
for each of the plurality of items which relate to substantially similar 
subject matter; 

(b) providing a different display area in the visual display for each 
of the plurality of items; and 

(c) displaying in each of the display areas the passages from each 
of the plurality of items which are identified by a designated common 
tag. 

2. The method of claim 1 wherein the plurality of items are 
securities and the information being compared is information about the 
securities. 

3. The method of claim 1 wherein the information about the 
plurality of items is found in reports compiled for each of the plurality of 
items, and each of the common tags is an anchor link. 

4. The method of claim 3 wherein the reports are compiled by an 
information server. 

5. The method of claim 4 wherein the information server inserts the 
common tags into the reports. 

6. The method of claim 4 wherein the information server is located 
remotely from the visual display. 
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7. A method of providing comparative information in a visual display 
about a plurality of items, wherein information about the plurality of 
items includes portions relating to common topics, and further wherein 
the portions on common topics are identified in the information by 
identifying tags, the method comprising the steps of 

(a) providing a navigational frame; 

(b) providing a plurality of dynamic frames; 

(c) receiving in the navigational frame a user designation of the 
items to be compared; 

(d) displaying in each of the dynamic frames the items designated 
to be compared. 

8. The method of claim 7 further including the steps of 

(a) receiving in the navigational frame a user designation of an 
identifying tag; 

(b) displaying in each of the dynamic frames the portion of the 
information on the designated items to be compared corresponding to 
the designated identifying tag. 

9. The method of claim 7 further including the step of compiling the 
information about the plurality of items in a server located remotely 
from the visual display. 

10. The method of claim 9 further including the steps of 

(a) sending a request to the server for reports about the items 
designated in the navigational frame; 

(b) compiling in the sever the requested reports; and 

(c) communicating the requested reports to the visual display. 



11. The method of claim 10 wherein the compiling step includes the 
step of assembling frames for the reports corresponding to each of the 
portions on the common topics. 

12. An apparatus for providing comparative information about a 
plurality of items, including 

a visual display having an interactive navigational frame and a 
plurality of dynamic frames; 

a server communicatively coupled to the visual display and 
storing information about the plurality of items; 

wherein the server compiles reports in response to a user 
designation in the navigational frame of the items to be compared, and 
wherein the visual display displays in each of the dynamic frames the 
items designated to be compared. 

13. The apparatus of claim 12, wherein the reports complied by the 
sever comprise frames of information about the designated items in 
which each frame corresponds to portions of the information relating to 
common topics and include identifying tags. 

14. The apparatus of claim 13, wherein in response to a user 
designation of an identifying tag the visual display displays in each of 
the plurality of dynamic frames the frames from the reports for the 
designated items corresponding to the designated identifying tag. 

15. An application for displaying comparative information about a 
plurality of items on a visual display, comprising 

a first routine which contacts an information server to 
request reports on items designated by a user in a navigational 
frame on the visual display; 
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a second routine which compiles the requested reports on 
the designated items including frame sets corresponding to 
common topics; and 

a third routine which displays in each of a plurality of 
5 frames a frame set from each of the reports which corresponds to 

a common topic which is designated by the user in the 
navigational frame. 
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ABSTRACT OF THE DISCLOSURE 

A system and method for comparing information from different 
sources in which anchor links identifying categories of information are 
embedded within reports on a plurality of items to be compared, and in 
5 which a plurality of dynamic frames are provided in a visual display, 
each frame displaying the portion of a report for a different one of the 
plurality of items to be compared, which portion corresponds to a 
designated common anchor link. 
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export a sample of any product information side-by-side with competitor's product information 
by inserting tags using the product module 402 and automatically inserted as a section of a 
proposal generated using the proposal module 412, e.g., col. 12 lines 43-65, col. 13 lines 25-26, 
col. 17 lines 13-17, 26-36, and col. 35 lines 13-15and fig. 4); 

(b) providing a different display area in the visual display for each of the plurality of 
different items (the competitive comparison module 420, also provides the ability to present the 
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company's product information side-by-side with a competitor's product informatio n, col. 12 
lines 43-65 or col. 15 lines 58-67); and 

(c) displaying in each of the display areas the passages from each of the plurality of 
different items which are identified by a designated common tag, so that the passages are 
observable at the same time (inserting the tags related to the product and only the selected 
information of that product will be displayed side-by-side with the competitor's product for 
comparing, col. 12 lines 43-65, and fig. 4, figs. 3-4 & 8, and col. 15 lines 58-67). 

As to claim 3, Johnson teaches the method of claim 1 wherein the information about the 
plurality of different items is found in reports compiled for each of the plurality of items, and 
each of the common tags is an anchor link (inserting the tags related to the product and only the 
selected information of that product will be displayed side-by-side with the competitor's product 
for comparing, col. 12 lines 43-65, and fig. 4, figs. 3-4 & 8). 

As to claim 4, Johnson teaches the method of claim 3 wherein the reports are compiled 
by an information server (a server-based back office system 200, col. 7 line 58-col. 8 line 21). 

As to claim 5, Johnson teaches the method of claim 4 wherein the information server 
inserts the common tags into the reports (the tagged information product will be shown on the 
comparison module 420, col. 1 1 line 20-col. 12 line 65, and the customer information collected 
which can also be tagged and printed as a section of a proposal generated using the proposal 
module 412, col. 13 lines 24-35, figs. 3-4, 8, 15A-B). 

As to claim 6, Johnson teaches the method of claim 4 wherein the information server is 
located remotely from the visual display (remote data source may be implemented in real-time 
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utilizing two-way data sharing across a network communications provider, e.g., col. 1 1 lines 39- 
47). 

As to claim 7, Johnson teaches a method of providing comparative information in an 
image displayed by a visual display about a plurality of different items, wherein information 
about the plurality of different items includes portions relating to common topics, and further 
wherein the portions on common topics are identified in the information by identifying tags (see 
claim 1 above), the method comprising the steps of 

(a) providing a navigational frame in the displayed image (The salesperson is able to 
view guidelines and recommendations for each step, col. 21 lines 1-29, and col. 35 lines 25-49); 

(b) providing a plurality of dynamic frames in the displayed image (e.g., col. 1 1 line 20- 
col. 12 line 65, col. 5 lines 13-30, col. 1 1 line 20-col. 12 line 65, and figs. 4, 15A-B); 

(c) receiving in the navigational frame a user designation of the different items to be 
compared (e.g., col. 12 lines 43-65 or col. 15 lines 58-67); 

(d) display simultaneously in each of the dynamic frames information about the different 
items designated to be compared (a product module 402 is integrated to export a sample of any 
product information side-by-side with competitor's product information by inserting tags using 
the product module 402 and automatically inserted as a section of a proposal generated using the 
proposal module 412, e.g., col. 12 lines 43-65, and fig. 4, or col. 15 lines 58-67). 

As to claim 8, it can be rejected under similar rational as claim 7. Note the rejection of 
claim 7 above. 

As to claim 9, Johnson teaches the method of claim 7 further including the step of 
compiling the information about the plurality of items in a server located remotely from the 
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visual display (e.g., col. 1 1 lines 39-47, using different APIs in communications, col. 8 lines 22- 
44). 

As to claim 10, Johnson teaches the method of claim 9 further including the steps of 

(a) sending a request to the server for reports about the items designated in the 
navigational frame (the sales process is stored and retrieved for a database, e.g., col. 4 lines 28- 
36); 

(b) compiling in the sever the requested reports (A report manager tool is also provided in 
the system administration subsystem 215 to handle audit reports, data books and other 
documents, e.g., col. 9 lines 31-38); and 

(c) communicating the requested reports to the visual display (the tagged information 
product will be shown on the comparison module 420, col. 12 lines 43-65, and fig. 4, and the 
customer information collected which can also be tagged and printed as a section of a proposal 
generated using the proposal module 412, col. 13 lines 24-35, figs. 3-4, 8, 15A-B, e.g., col. 17 
lines 15-38, and figs. 15A-C). 

As to claim 1 1, Johnson teaches the method of claim 10 wherein the compiling step 
includes the step of assembling frames for the reports corresponding to each of the portions on 
the common topics (the tagged information product will be shown on the comparison module 
420, col. 12 lines 43-65, and fig. 4, and the customer information collected which can also be 
tagged and printed as a section of a proposal generated using the proposal module 412, col. 13 
lines 24-35, figs. 3-4, 8, 15A-B, col. 12 lines 43-65 or col. 15 lines 58-67). 

As to claims 12-14, they are apparatus claims of method claims 7-8, and 10. Note the 
rejections of claims 7-8, and 10 above respectively. 
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As to claim 15, it is individually similar in scope to claim 10 above; therefore, rejected 
under similar rationale. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Johnson et al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,067,525) in view of Freidman et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,360,188 Bl). 

As to claim 2, Johnson teaches the method of claim 1 wherein the plurality of different 
items (see claim 1 above) and the information being compared is information (the competitive 
co mparison module 420, also provides the ability to present the company's product in f ormati on 
side-by-side with a competitor's product information , col. 12 lines 43-65 or col. 1 5 lines 58-67); 
however, Johnson does not clearly mention that the plurality items are investments. Freidman 
clearly teaches banking information and investments (col. 1 1 line 57-col. 12 line 63, and figs. 3- 
5, and 7C). It would have been obvious, at the time of the invention, a person with ordinary skill 
in the art would have the financial display features of Freidman' s financial model in Johnson's 
system to provide more flexible ways in viewing data for users by using the direct graphical 
representation facilitates planning operations and enables accurate, rapid and easily 
understandable development of plans (Freidman, Abstract). 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 02/28/05 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicants argued and Examiner disagrees with the following reasons: 
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Johnson fails to teach the "common tag 1 ' that is used to identify passages in the 
information for each of the plurality of different items which relate to a category of 
information. 

Johnson clearly teaches the specific types of information may be automatically 
tagged for inclusion in a presentation. The tag defines the type of product that the 
customer is interested in, and the tagged information can be generated and incorporated 
in both the proposal and presentation modules (e.g., col. 12 lines 62-65, col. 13 lines 25- 
26, col. 17 lines 13-17, 26-36, and col. 35 lines 13-15). As the result, it clearly means that 
the tag of information is used in Johnson to identify the specified types of product or 
categories of the plurality of different items/products as the "common tag" claimed by the 
applicant. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
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however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to True T. Chuong whose telephone number is 571-272-4134. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-Th and alternate Fridays 8:30 AM - 5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Heather R. Herndon can be reached on 571-272-4136. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



True T. Chuong 
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